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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the amendment filed on: 3/12/2007, IDS filed on: 
10/27/2003, 07/26/2004, 02/02/2005, 01/06/2006, 05/01/2006, 01/11/2007, and 
04/26/2007. 

2. Claims 17, 31 have been amended. Thus, claims 1-36 are pending, and claims 1, 
17, 31, and 33 are independent claims. 

3. The 35 USC 101 rejections for claims 17-32 are withdrawn, in view of applicant's 
amendment. 

4. Claims 1-3, and 11-36 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over VandenAvond et al in further view of Altamura et al, claims 4-10 
remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over VandenAvond et al 
and Altamura et al, in further view of Guo et al. Claims 4-10 remain rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over VandenAvond et al and Altamura et al, in 
further view of Guo et al. 

Drawings 

5. The drawings filed on: 08/20/2003 are accepted. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

6. The IDS filed on 01/1 1/2007, 04/26/2007 are acknowledged. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-3, and 11-36 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over VandenAvond et al (US Application: US 2003/0004946 A1, 

published: Jan. 2, 2003, filed: Jun. 28, 2001) in further view of Altamura et al 

(Transforming Paper Documents into XML format with WISDOM++", IJDAR, published: 

November 7, 2000, pages 3, 6, 7, and 9). 

With regards to claim 1 , VandenAvond et al teaches a packaging template (Fig 2, 
pararaphs 0036-0038: whereas, graphics/labeling (packaging) templates are used); 
presenting an interface for populating the data fields of the packaging template with the 
elements in accordance with the information to form a packaging record (Fig 9, 
paragraphs 0045: whereas a record manager includes an interface for populating data 
fields of the packaging template, with the elements in accordance with the information of 
text, graphics, or other data); and communicating the packaging record to an output 
location for printing packaging material (paragraph 0048: whereas, packaging records 
are published to an output location for printing packaging material). 

However, VandenAvond et al does not expressly teach ... processing a graphic file to 
identify elements of a packaging layout/design; generating information that associates 
the elements with types of data fields of a template. 

Altamura et al teaches processing a graphic file to identify elements of a 
document/image layout (Fig 3, page 6: whereas, a document/image layout is analyzed, 
and the elements of the layout are identified); generating information that associates the 
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elements with types of data fields of a template (Page 9, Fig 5, P9-B3: whereas, XML 
metadata information is generated to associate the elements of the layout with the data 
fields of a XML DTD/schema template). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified VandenAvond et al's information, such that the information 
used comes from information extracted from a graphic file, as taught by Altamura et al. 
The combination of VandenAvond et al and Altamura et al would have allowed 
VandenAvond et al to have implemented a "knowledge based extraction of the layout 
structure" (Altamura, page 3, P3-B2) 

With regards to claim 2, which depends on claim 1, the combination of VandenAvond et 
al and Altamura et al teach processing a graphical file within a packaging system, as 
similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under similar rationale. 
Altamura et al further teaches the processing of a graphical file, includes parsing the 
graphic file to identify graphical elements and textual elements: whereas, the graphical 
page layout attributes are identified (Page 7, P7-B3), and textual elements are also 
identified (as shown extracted and saved in XML format P9-B3). 

With regards to claim 3, which depends on claim 1, the combination of VandenAvond et 
al and Altamura et al teaches storing the elements within a packaging data 
management system, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1 , and is rejected 
under similar rationale; VandenAvond et al further teaches selecting one or more of the 
elements based input received from the user (Fig 9, paragraph 0045: whereas, a user 
selects one or more of the elements based on input received from the user); and 
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generating the packaging record to identify the selected elements (paragraph 0045- 
0048: whereas a record is published/generated, such that the record identifies the 
selected elements to use for manufacturing). 

With regards to claim 1 1 , which depends on claim 1 , the combination of VandenAvond 
et al, and Altamura et al teaches storing the elements within a packaging data 
managment system, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 3, and is rejected 
under the same rationale. Additionally, VandenAvond et al teaches generating the 
information, such that the information is stored in an xml file, as similarly explained in 
the rejection for claim 1 . As explained in the rejection for claim 1 , the 
information/metadata generated/stored is then used to create a packaging record, and 
thus, since the information generated/stored is used , then, the database which stores 
the information must be searchable as well to search/gather/use the stored information. 

With regards to claim 12, which depends on claim 1, VandenAvond et al teaches further 
comprising printing the packaging material at the output location in accordance with the 
packaging record, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1 , and is rejected 
under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 13, which depends on claim 12, VandenAvond et al teaches 
wherein printing the packaging material comprises printing a label (paragraph 0048) 

With regards to claim 14, which depends on claim 1, VandenAvond et al teaches 
wherein communicating the packaging record comprises communicating the packaging 
record to a manufacturing facility via a network 



Application/Control Number: 10/644,486 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2178 

With regards to claim 15, which depends on claim 1, Altamura et al teaches wherein 
generating information comprises generating the information as metadata in accordance 
with a data description language, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1 
(whereas, Altamura generates XML metadata information), and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

With regards to claim 16, which depends on claim 1 , Altamura et al teaches wherein 
generating the information as metadata comprises generating the information as 
metadata in accordance with the extensible Markup Language (XML), as similarly 
explained in the rejection for claim 15, and is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 17, VandenAvond et al teaches: 

Using labeling/pac/cag/ngr templates, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1. 
Additionally, VandenAvond et al further teaches the packaging templates comprise a set 
of packaging templates having data fields selected from a set of data field types 
(paragraph 0038: whereas, a set of packaging/labeling-templates are created through a 
template design tool. Additionally, each of the templates have data fields with selected 
from a set of embedded codes/data-field-type codes). 

A computer readable medium storing ... (Vanden Avond, Figure 2). 

Furthermore, VandenAvond et al and Altamura et al teach: 

An artwork importation module that processes a graphic file to identify elements of a 
packaging layout, wherein the artwork importer generates information that associates 
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each of the elements with a respective one of the data field types of the packaging 
templates, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under 
similar rationale. 

A record manager that presents an interface by which a user selects one of the 
packaging templates and populates the data fields of the selected packaging template 
with the elements based on the information to form a packaging record, as similarly 
explained in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

An output manager that communicates the packaging record to an output location to 
control printing of a packaging material, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 
1, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 18, which depends on claim 17, for a packaging data 
management system performing a method similar to the method performed in claim 2, is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 19, which depends on claim 17, for a packaging data 
management system performing a method similar to the method performed in claim 4, is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 20, which depends on claim 19, for a packaging data 
management system performing a method similar to the method performed in claim 5, is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 21, which depends on claim 20, for a packaging data 
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management system performing a method similar to the method performed in claim 6, is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 22, which depends on claim 20, for a packaging data 
management system performing a method similar to the method performed in claim 7, is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 23, which depends on claim 19, for a packaging data 
management system performing a method similar to the method performed in claim 8, is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 24, which depends on claim 19, for a packaging data 
management system performing a method similar to the method performed in claim 9, is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 25, which depends on claim 24, for a packaging data 
management system performing a method similar to the method performed in claim 10, 
is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 26, which depends on claim 17, VandenAvond et al teaches: 
The elements, and the information, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1 . 
VandenAvond et al further teaches a server is used to store the elements (paragraph 
0039-0042: whereas, textual, and/or graphic elements are uploaded into a label 
management system/server), and also further teaches a database is used to store the 
information (paragraph 0039: whereas, a label management system/database stores 
template information.) 

Furthermore, VandenAvond et al, and Altamura et al teaches: 
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Wherein the record manager accesses the database based input received via the 
interface to locate and select one or more of the elements of the packaging record, as 
similarly explained in the rejection for claim 11, and is rejected under similar rationale. 
With regards to claim 27, which depends on claim 17, for a packaging data 
management system performing a method similar to the method of claim 1 , and is 
rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 28, which depends on claim 17, for a packaging data 
management system performing a method similar to the method of claim 15, is rejected 
under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 29, which depends on claim 18, for a packaging data 
management system performing a method similar to the method of claim 16, is rejected 
under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 30, which depends on claim 17, VandenAvond et al teaches: 

... a rules engine to validate the packaging records in accordance with a set of rules 

(paragraph 0047: whereas, the packaging records are validated, by checking to see if 

the record is marked as draft or approved) 

With regards to claim 31, VandenAvond et al teaches: 

The combination of VandenAvond et al, and Altamura et al teach: 

Means for processing a packaging layout to identify elements, as similarly explained in 

the rejection for claim 1 , and is rejected under similar rationale. 

Means for mapping the elements to the data field types of the packaging templates, as 

similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under similar rationale 
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Means for generating a packaging record from the elements, the packaging templates, 
and mapping, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 1, and is rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Additionally, as explained in the rejection for claim 1, VandenAvond et al teaches 
packaging templates. VandenAvond et al further teaches the centrally storing packaging 
templates that define a set of data field types (paragraph 0039: whereas, the packaging 
templates are stored in a central label management system, and as explained in 
paragraph 0038: a set of packaging/labeling-templates are created through a template 
design tool, such that each of the templates have data fields comprising a set of 
embedded codes/data-field-type codes ), and means for communicating the packaging 
record to an output location to control printing of packaging material (paragraph 0048: 
whereas the packaging record is communicated to an output printing location to control 
printing of packaging material). 

With regards to claim 32, which depends on claim 31, for an online packaging data 
management system performing a method similar to the method of claim 1, is rejected 
under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 33, for a computer readable medium performing a method similar 
to the method of claim 1 , is rejected under similar rationale. 

With regards to claim 34, which depends on claim 33, for a computer readable medium 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 4, is rejected under similar rationale. 
With regards to claim 35, which depends on claim 34, for a computer readable medium 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 9, is rejected under similar rationale. 
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With regards to claim 36, which depends on claim 33, for a computer readable medium 
performing a method similar to the method of claim 1 5, is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

8. Claims 4-10 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
VandenAvond et al (US Application: US 2003/0004946 A1, published: Jan. 2, 2003, 
filed: Jun. 28, 2001) and Altamura et al ("Transforming Paper Documents into XML 
format with WISDOM++", IJDAR, published: November 7, 2000, pages 3, 6, 7, and 9), 
in further view of Guoetal (US Application: US 2006/0104511 A1, published: May 18, 
2006, filed: Aug. 20, 2003, EEFD: Aug. 20, 2002). 

With regards to claim 4, which depends on claim 1, VandenAvond et al teaches 
presenting a interface to receive input that maps each of the elements to a respective 
one of the types of data fields of the packaging template; and generating the information 
based on the input, wherein the information describes the mapping between the 
elements and the types of data fields of the packaging template (Fig 9, paragraph 0045: 
whereas, the record manager allows for mapping elements to the data fields in a 
packaging template). However, VandenAvond et al does not expressly teach the 
interface is a reconciliation interface. 

Guo et al teaches a reconciliation interface, which receives input and maps each of the 
elements to a respective one of the types of data fields; and generating the information 
based on the input, wherein the information describes the mapping between the 
elements and the types of data fields (paragraphs 0023-0024: whereas, a label editor 
provides for a reconciliation interface). 
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It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified VandenAvond et al's interface to have further include the 
reconciliation ability when mapping elements as taught by Guo et al. The combination of 
VandenAvond et al, Altamura et al, and Guo et al would have allowed VandenAvond et 
al to have "automatically associated mark-up language tags with the labeled zones" 
(Guo et al, Abstract). 

With regards to claim 5, which depends on claim 4, the combination of VandenAvond et 
al, Altamura et al, Guo et al teaches wherein presenting a reconciliation interface, as 
explained in the rejection for claim 4, and is rejected under the same rationale. 
Furthermore, VandenAvond et al teaches an interface comprises presenting the 
reconciliation interface to include a display area that illustrates the packaging layout (Fig 
9: whereas, as shown, the packaging layout is shown in the reconciliation interface). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified VandenAvond et al, Altamura et al, and Guo et al's interface, 
to have further included the ability to display the packaging layout, as also taught by 
VandenAvond et al. The combination would have allowed VandenAvond et al to have 
"graphically illustrated the label as well as the corresponding fields associated with the 
label" (VandenAvond et al, paragraph 0067) 

With regards to claim 6, which depends on claim 5, the combination of VandenAvond et 
al, Altamura et al, and Guo et al teach a display area within a reconciliation interface, as 
similarly explained in the rejection for claim 4. Additionally, Guo et al further teaches the 
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reconciliation interface includes a display area to include graphical indicators for each of 
the identified elements of a layout (Fig 3, paragraph 0042) 

With regards to claim 7, which depends on claim 5, the combination of VandenAvond et 
al, Altamura et al, and Guo et al teach assigning each of the elements (through the 
method of mapping, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 4). Additionally, Guo 
et al further teaches the mapping/assignment of elements within a reconciliation 
interface further includes assigning each of the elements with a unique identifier 
(column 6, Table 4: whereas, each of the elements are assigned a unique identifier); 
and generating the display area to graphically label each of the elements with the 
corresponding identifier (Fig 3: whereas, each of elements are graphically labeled 
corresponding to an identifier). 

With regards to claim 8, which depends on claim 4, the combination of VandenAvond et 
al, Altamura et al, Guo et al teach a reconciliation interface, as similarly explained in the 
rejection for claim 4. Additionally, Guo et al further teaches the reconciliation interface 
includes an element description area that lists the elements identified within the graphic 
file (Fig 3: whereas, the elements are listed in the left pane). 

With regards to claim 9, which depends on claim 4, VandenAvond et al teaches 
presenting an interface to receive input that maps each of the elements to a respective 
one of the types of data fields of the packaging template, as explained in the rejection 
for claim 4. Furthermore, VandenAvond et al teaches the interface performs the 
mapping by including a data type assignment area having a set of inputs for assigning 
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the graphical elements to respecticve types of the data fields of the packaging template 
(Fig 9: whereas, as shown, several drop down boxes are used as a set of inputs for 
assigning graphical elements respective to types of data fields of the packaging 
template). However, VandenAvond et al does not expressly teach a reconciliation 
interface. 

Yet, as explained in the rejection for claim 4, Guo et al teaches a reconciliation interface 
which receives input and maps each of the elements to a respective one of the types of 
data fields; and generating the information based on the input, wherein the information 
describes the mapping between the elements and the types of data fields (paragraphs 
0023-0024: whereas, a label editor provides for a reconciliation interface). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified VandenAvond et al's data type assignment interface to have 
further include the reconciliation ability when mapping elements as taught by Guo et al. 
The combination of VandenAvond et al, Altamura et al, and Guo et al would have 
allowed VandenAvond et al to have "automatically associated mark-up language tags 
with the labeled zones" (Guo et al, Abstract). 

With regards to claim 10, which depends on claim 9, the combination of VandenAvond 
et al, Altamura et al, and Guo et al similarly explain generating the inputs ofthedata 
type assignment area to include drop-down menus that list the types of data fields of the 
packaging template, as similarly explained in the rejection for claim 9, and is rejected 
under the same rationale. 

Response to Arguments 
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9. Applicant's arguments filed 3/12/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

1 0. With regards to claim 1 , the applicant first argues that "Altamura in view of other 
cited references do not ... teach or suggest processing a graphic file to identify 
elements of a packaging layout, and generating information that associates the 
elements with types of data fields of a packaging template"; since, Altamura uses XML 
tags to describe text (layout elements and text) plucked from the scanned document to 
describe the text in a manner that conforms with the organization and layout of that 
same document. However, this argument is not persuasive, and the examiner uses the 
applicant's argument/statement to further explain the examiner's interpretation of 
Altamura: ... 'Altamura uses XML tags' (generated XML file/information which 
associates layout elements such as paragraph or heading style layout elements 
identified in a scanned layout using tags, in accordance with a DTD template) 'to 
describe text' (layout elements and text) 'plucked from the scanned document' (graphic 
file) 'to describe the text in a manner that conforms' (using DTD element template) 'with 
the organization and layout of that same document'. Thus, the relationship between 
Altamura and the claim language argued has been explained to further show the claim 
language has been taught. 

The applicant secondly argues that "the steps in Altamura in view of 
VandenAvond fail to teach generating information that associates the elements with 
types of data fields of a packaging template"; since, "the tags described in Altamura are 
not data fields of a template; instead they are intermixed with scanned text plucked from 
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the scanned input document to describe the logical structure of the input document". 
The applicant further backs up this argument with the statement that "Text extracted 
with the OCR is intermixed with tags that define its logical structure" (Altamura et al, 
page 9). However, the applicant's argument is not persuasive since as explained in the 
previous office action, the data fields of a template are defined in a DTD. The examiner 
respectfully points out that the applicant's argument that the tags are intermixed with 
scanned text, is referring to the XML file, not the data fields of a template defined in a 
DTD as interpreted/explained by the examiner in the previous office action. Thus, the 
argument provided by the applicant does not provide evidence as to why the Examiner's 
interpretation is incorrect, and thus the argument is not persuasive. 

11. With regards to claims 17, 31, and 33, for being allowable, since claim 1 is 
allowable, is not persuasive, since claim 1 has been explained/shown to be rejected. 

12. With regards to the remaining claims that are dependent upon one of the claims 
1, 17, 31, or 33, being allowable, is not persuasive, since the independent claims have 
been explained/shown to be rejected. 

Conclusion 

13. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wilson Tsui whose telephone number is (571)272-7596. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Wilson Tsui 
Patent Examiner 
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